2 question for constitutional law is whether the proliferation of subnational constitutions indicates a corresponding proliferation of the practice of subnationalism constitutionalism -whether, that is, the appearance of subnational constitutions around the globe evinces a spreading ideological commitment to a strong role for subnational governments in shaping the lives, and protecting the liberty, of citizens of federal states.
In this paper, I begin to explore this question by examining some aspects of the context and conditions in which subnational constitutions have appeared. The evidence, I conclude, is mixed. Although some signs of subnational constitutionalism may be found in the recent efflorescence of state and provincial constitutions, there are also reasons to be cautious about inferring that the presence of subnational constitutions reveals a corresponding spread of the ideology of constitutionalism at the subnational level.
I. Subnational Constitutionalism
Although the term "constitutionalism" has many meanings, it is unnecessary for present purposes to distinguish finely among them because they all point more or less toward the same general idea, one well captured in U.S. Chief Justice John Marshall's famous dictum, issued nearly two centuries ago: "we must never forget that it is a constitution we are expounding." 2 On this view, a constitution is fundamentally different from other legal documents, and the main point of difference lies in the purpose for which it is adopted. According to a widely accepted political theory typically associated with constitutionalism, a constitution is understood to be a document deliberately created by a society for its own self-governance which expresses that 3 society's fundamental desires about how it ought to live. 3 Because on this view a constitution is a kind of charter for living, it therefore necessarily reflects the beliefs of the people who make it about the nature of a good life, both for the self-governing community that the constitution directly governs, and for the individuals who inhabit it. A second aspect of constitutionalism, highly prominent in the American branch of the tradition, refers even more particularly to the belief that a paramount goal of collective self-governance is the protection of liberty, and that a critically important function of any constitution is therefore to create institutions capable of protecting popular liberty against incursions by government. See James A. Gardner, The Failed Discourse of State Constitutionalism, 90 Mich. L. Rev. 761, 814-17 (1992) . 4 See The Federalist, No. 51, at 322 (James Madison) (Clinton Rossiter, ed. 1961) : "If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary. In framing a government which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself." 4 Subnational constitutionalism is nothing more than the application of the principles of constitutionalism at the subnational level. An ideology of subnational constitutionalism accordingly conceives of state, provincial, or regional constitutions as charters of self-governance self-consciously adopted by subnational populations for the purpose of achieving a good life by effectively ordering subnational governmental power and by protecting the liberties of subnational citizens. For example, an ideology of subnational constitutionalism clearly guided the Texas Supreme Court when it claimed in a 1992 case that the Texas Constitution must be understood, unlike the U.S. Constitution, to "'reflect Texas' values, customs, and traditions,'" and must therefore be interpreted in view of the "experiences and philosophies" of the state's founders, whose beliefs about self-governance were shaped by "years of rugged experience on the frontier." 5 The main point for present purposes is simply that an ideology of subnational constitutionalism conceives of subnational units as having an independent role -a role of constitutional stature -in the collective self-governance of a nation. This would mean, typically, that subnational units are, in the words of the U.S. Supreme Court, "not mere political subdivisions of the [nation] , and state governments are neither regional offices nor administrative agencies of the federal government." 6 Instead, subnational units have a degree of autonomy sufficient to make them efficacious representatives and agents of subnational populations, and their constitutions meaningful documents of self-governance that provide to some significant Federalism, on this model, is thus a dynamic system designed to be manipulated by the people to produce results they desire.
Madison's co-author Alexander Hamilton put this point clearly:
[I]n a confederacy the people, without exaggeration, may be said to be entirely the masters of their own fate. Power being almost always the rival of power, the general government will at times stand ready to check the usurpations of the state governments, and these will have the same disposition towards the general government. The people, by throwing themselves into the scale, will infallibly make it preponderate. If their rights are invaded by either, they can make use of the other as the instrument of redress. inquiry into the existence of subnational constitutionalism requires a detailed examination of the constitutional culture of the place under study. Although such an examination is well beyond the scope of this paper, it is possible to prepare the ground by attention to some of the more commonplace conditions in which contemporary subnational constitutions have been adopted and in which they operate.
II. Signs of Subnational Constitutionalism
It is easy, and for Americans undoubtedly quite natural, simply to assume that federalism implies subnational constitutionalism -that subnational constitutionalism, in other words, is in some sense an inevitable consequence of the creation of a genuinely federal system of governance in which subnational units possess the authority to draft and adopt their own constitutions. I consider below at least four reasons why this might be the case. The first possibility, and the one that represents the strongest claim, is that federalism by definition gives rise to subnational constitutionalism. A second and somewhat more restrained claim is that the U.S. experience with federalism demonstrates that federalism is capable of producing subnational constitutionalism, and that the U.S. experience can be extrapolated to support the conclusion that federalism empirically generally does produce subnational constitutionalism, even though no theoretical imperative so requires. Third, increasingly prevalent ethnocultural justifications for federalism may suggest that subnational constitutions often, or even typically, reflect distinctive values and choices of subnational populations, a situation consistent with the widespread existence of subnational constitutionalism. The fourth and mildest claim is that the characteristics of at least some actual subnational constitutions in federal states demonstrate the existence of subnational constitutionalism in those states. I take up each of these possibilities in turn.
Subnational constitutionalism as an inherent consequence of federalism. It is possible that federalism, properly understood, operates in such a way that the creation of a subnational constitution in a federal system inherently reflects the presence of subnational constitutionalism.
The absolute minimum function of a subnational constitution, like any other constitution, is to create and order subnational power by defining and authorizing it, and establishing constraints on its use. In so doing, a subnational constitution necessarily establishes a framework for the practice of self-governance by the subnational population to which it applies. However, the creation of a constitution at the subnational level also inevitably does something else: it contributes to the construction of a relationship between national and subnational power, and by extension to a relationship between the national and subnational populations whose governments exercise such powers. These actions, one might then say, are inherently constitutive of a subnational identity, and it follows that a well-drafted subnational constitution therefore will inevitably express to some degree the beliefs and aspirations of the people of the subnational unit, and their conclusions about how their liberties ought best to be protected.
To this it might be responded that there is nothing in the adoption of a subnational constitution that necessarily transforms it into either the matrix of an independent subnational political identity, 16 or the source of mechanisms for protecting liberty above and beyond those One possible response to this argument is that a nation in which subnational units lack the authority to do anything more than implement central directives of the national government is not truly federal. Its subnational units by definition lack the autonomy that a meaningfully federal system requires, making decentralization in such a government indistinguishable from the kind of administrative hierarchy found routinely in unitary states. This conclusion, however, is circular;
it presupposes an inherent relationship between federalism and subnational constitutionalism, yet 17 The Federal Constitutional Law of 1920 (Austria), Arts. 102(1), 103(1). Such a requirement would clearly violate the U.S. Constitution, as the Supreme Court held in Printz v. United States, 521 U.S. 898 (1997), in which it established an "anti-commandeering" principle under which the national government is forbidden from conscripting state executive officials into national service. Nothing in this doctrine, however, forbids states from voluntarily consenting to implement federal law, and they frequently do so. Most U.S. social welfare programs, for example, are administered in this way. 12 recognizes as federal only those states in which the conditions for subnational constitutionalism can be shown to exist. This of course proves the hypothesized relationship, but only by definitional fiat, limiting its analytic utility. 14 Furthermore, the existence in the United States of a dual judicial system, in which both national and subnational governments possess independent constitutional courts, has created an occasionally robust form of "dialogic" federalism in which actors in each judicial system engage in a kind of ongoing conversation with one another about the meaning and content of constitutionally guaranteed liberties.
21 From time to time disagreements have erupted among state and national courts, and these disagreements have sometimes resulted in alterations of constitutional doctrine not only at the subnational level, where state courts often follow the national lead, but also at the national level, notwithstanding the formal supremacy of national constitutional law.
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Of course, the fact that subnational constitutionalism arose in the United States does not necessarily mean that it will be found in other federal states. In Part III, I suggest some reasons why conditions elsewhere may differ in salient ways. prominent of these justifications holds that federalism is desirable because of its capacity to permit some degree of self-determination to ethnoculturally distinctive subgroups when they are geographically concentrated.
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As federalism has spread around the globe, ethnocultural self-determination has increasingly been invoked as a justification for adoption of a federal system. Such reasoning has long played a role in Canadian debates about the status of Quebec, for example, but it also provides the main justification for the more recent adoption in Spain of devolutionary Estatutos de Autonomía, an action taken mainly in response to demands for self-determination by Basque and Catalonian subpopulations. Claims of ethnocultural pluralism have played a role in shaping federalism in Belgium, Bosnia, India, Nigeria, Russia, Switzerland, and even the United Kingdom, among others.
The justification of federalism as a vehicle to provide self-determination to ethnocultural subgroups resonates strongly with the conceptual foundations of subnational constitutionalism.
If a constitution is in some sense an expression of the beliefs of a self-governing populace as to how its members ought to live, and some ethnocultural groups see themselves as sufficiently distinct from the national populations among whom they reside to justify some form of 23 See, e.g., Thomas Dye, American Federalism (1990) . 16 subnational self-determination, then any subnational constitution such a group creates for itself might be very likely to reflect the distinctive traits that by hypothesis entitle the group to political self-determination in the first place. Ethnocultural justifications for federalism thus may lend plausibility to the premises of subnational constitutionalism.
The characteristics of actual subnational constitutions. Subnational constitutionalism rests on the premise that an important purpose of subnational constitutions is the direct or indirect protection of liberty through the independent agency of subnational power. Many existing subnational constitutions contain provisions that are clearly intended to specify and protect the rights of subnational populations in ways that are consistent with the premises of subnational constitutionalism.
The most direct and obvious method of protecting rights in subnational constitutions is through express specification in a charter or declaration of rights. In Argentina, for example, the provincial constitution of Buenos Aires provides specific protections for private religious freedoms. 25 The Argentine provincial constitution of Jujuy specifically recognizes a host of rights including rights to dignity, life, personal integrity, health, equality, speech, and many others. 26 In Germany, the Land constitution of Bavaria expressly protects rights of human dignity, personal freedom, private property, conscience, speech, and press, among others. 27 The constitution of North Rhine-Westphalia provides express protection for rights of religious Constitution of the Argentine Nation, Art. 14.
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Compare Constitution of the Free State of Bavaria (Germany), Arts. 100-102, with Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany, Art. 1(1), 2(1), 2(2). Duplicate protection of rights at the national and subnational levels might well provide evidence, where it occurs, of subnational constitutionalism. Where a supreme national constitution already provides express protection for some kind of right, protection of the same right in a subnational constitution appears at first glance to be superfluous. In the United States, where such duplication occurs with some frequency, the best explanation seems to be that subnational units intend thereby to assert a kind of simultaneous jurisdiction over the protection of the rights in question. Subnational units, in other words, do not simply cede to the national government responsibility for protecting the duplicated right, for it is always possible that the national government will fail to protect the right with sufficient vigor. If the subnational unit possesses independent authority to protect the same right, then it may be able to fill any void left by a failure of national power or national will. Title III of the Swiss constitution establishes concurrent legislative competence of the confederal and cantonal governments in numerous areas, including culture, the environment, natural resources, energy policy, and economic affairs, among others.
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Concurrent competence creates the conditions for competition between national and subnational governments even where national law is supreme. This is because a grant of concurrent authority often permits subnational governments to enter fields in which the national government has failed to act, or acted incompletely, or irresponsibly, or counterproductively, in an effort to correct the damage. Consider environmental regulation, for example. If a national government fails to use its power to protect the environment in ways that are necessary to fulfill popular interests or protect popular rights to health or to a clean environment, a subnational government with concurrent authority in the area may enact legislation that the national government has failed to enact, or may supplement weak national measures with stronger ones that better comport with the wishes of the subnational population whose interests it has a duty to protect. 
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In short, the distribution of constitutional powers into overlapping spheres provides some evidence of a structure that is in principle capable of supporting a robust subnational constitutionalism, although the presence of a such a structure may not be sufficient, by itself, to produce subnational constitutionalism.
III. Why Subnational Constitutionalism May be Rarer than It Seems
Up to this point, I have indicated several grounds upon which one might plausibly think that in many places around the globe the conditions for subnational constitutionalism exist.
Whether it has in fact arisen in such places, however, is another question. That the conditions exist says nothing about actual subnational constitutional practices -how subnational power is conceived by citizens, how it is deployed by governmental actors, and how it functions within the federal structure of any particular national constitutional system. Consequently, to determine whether a genuine and robust subnational constitutionalism exists in any particular place requires answering challenging empirical questions that are far beyond the scope of this paper.
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I shall therefore pursue in the balance of the paper the much more modest goal of suggesting some reasons for caution in concluding that the appearance of subnational constitutions in a federal state implies the appearance of subnational constitutionalism. In particular, I discuss below five such reasons: (1) the easy availability of national constitutional politics as a vehicle for resolving questions of social and political significance; (2) the practice of resorting to extraconstitutional politics instead of law to resolve fundamental issues of 37 Investigating such questions is made particularly difficult by the limited availability in translation of subnational constitutions, and the even more limited availability of translations of national or subnational judicial decisions construing such constitutions. 22 governance and identity in many parts of the world; (3) the rise, especially in Europe, of subsidiarity as the prevailing political theory of subnational power; (4) the growing emphasis in many parts of the world on supranational and international regimes as primary protectors of human rights; and (5) the lack of dual judicial systems in many federal states.
Easy access to national constitutional politics. With the notable exception of the United
States, the national constitutions of the world's federal states have been adopted only recently.
Switzerland, for example, adopted its current national constitution in 1998, Ethiopia did so in 1995, Argentina in 1994 , Russia in 1993 , Brazil in 1988 , Spain in 1978 , India in 1950 , Germany in 1949 , Austria in 1920 , and Mexico in 1917 . 38 The older of these constitutions have, moreover, been amended with some frequency -the German constitution more than fifty times and the Austrian and Mexican constitutions hundreds of times 39 -and some of these amendments have been far from trivial. The national constitutions of Germany and Spain, for instance, were amended in 1992 to reflect membership in the European Union (EU), a major constitutional change involving significant alterations to fundamental aspects of national power. 40 Finally, a fair number of recent amendments to national constitutions have dealt specifically with the respective competencies of national and subnational governments. The German Basic Law, for example, has been amended on several occasions to make extremely fine 38 I am concerned here only with the date of the most recently adopted version of the national constitution. In some cases, the original version of the constitution at issue is much older than the most recently adopted version. I thank Walter Carnota for bringing this point to my attention. Indeed, in this respect, national constitutional politics in most federal states bears a striking resemblance to subnational constitutional politics in the United States. In the U.S., replacement of the national constitution with a more contemporary model is simply unthinkable, and constitutional amendment is made so difficult both by procedural requirements and by the rise of a kind of culture of constitutional veneration, that resort to national constitutional politics is virtually never a realistic option for addressing fundamental social and political questions. In contrast, American subnational constitutions are frequently discarded and replaced, and even more frequently amended, so that they are far more likely than the national constitution to reflect contemporary views about how important issues should be resolved. This difference may be significant for subnational constitutionalism because it suggests that, outside the United States, subnational constitutions are not very likely to serve as important forums for working out difficult policy questions. Because questions concerning the structure and content of government power, and of the allocation of power between levels in a federal system, are routinely and readily addressed in the forum of national constitution-framing and -amendment, any pressure to address these questions in subnational constitutions is likely to be correspondingly reduced. And a constitution that does not serve as a vehicle for registering and pursuing the deeply held goals of a subnational polity is unlikely to become the focal point of a robust constitutionalism.
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Politics as a first resort. If easy and frequent resort to national constitutional politics has the potential to undermine subnational constitutionalism by making subnational constitutions largely irrelevant to the resolution of pressing public issues, resort with any kind of frequency to a politics entirely outside of constitutional parameters would do so all the more because it would make all constitutions irrelevant, at any level. Many contemporary federal states bear the marks of an unfortunate history of extraconstitutional politics in the form of coups, military rule, and the exercise of de facto government power during which existing, formal constitutional structures were retained, but essentially ignored. Argentina, for example, endured six coups between 1930 and 1983. Brazil adopted its present constitution following more than twenty years of military rule. In Mexico, centralized party dominance of the political system subverted operation of formal constitutional mechanisms for at least six of the nine decades since its adoption. The subsidiarity theory of subnational power. In the United States, and subsequently elsewhere in the Americas, principles of federalism evolved from an eighteenth-century conceptual framework of natural rights in which even good government was seen as an inherently dangerous, potential enemy of popular liberty, and thus at best a necessary evil to be tolerated rather than a good to be affirmatively desired. 47 From these premises, it followed that the primary goal of constitutional design was to construct a government capable of delivering a small number of indispensable benefits, while simultaneously adopting as many mutually reinforcing constraints on government as needed to confine it within the desired boundaries, thereby preventing it from fulfilling its potential for tyranny. Federalism served this purpose by pitting subnational power directly against national power in the form of an institutionalized competition between the state and national governments for popular loyalty. 48 In the U.S.
system, federalism therefore serves its purpose best when state and national power are allocated in such a way so that each level of government is capable in principle of fighting the other to a draw.
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Madison, The Federalist, supra, No. 51: "But what is government itself, but the greatest of all reflections on human nature? If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary." 48 Madison, The Federalist, supra, Nos. 47, 48, 51.
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Contemporary global federalism, particularly of the European variety, is rooted in very different soil and takes for itself very different objectives. Emerging from a post-World War II consensus that substantial national power is critical to the ultimate success of a state and to the prosperity of its citizens, European federalism conceives of the decentralization of power not as a mechanism for restraining the application of government power to the citizenry, but, on the contrary, as a mechanism for making the use of such powers more effective and efficient. This outlook is expressed in the constitutional principle of subsidiarity, which made its first appearance in Article 72 of the German constitution. Under the Basic Law, national power is divided into those powers that are exclusively national and those which may be exercised concurrently with the Länder. Under Article 72, however, the federal government may not employ its concurrent powers just because doing so seems desirable; it may invoke these powers only "if and insofar as the establishment of equal living conditions throughout the federal territory or the maintenance of legal or economic unity renders federal regulation necessary in the national interest." 49 In 1992, signatories of the Maastricht Treaty adopted the principle of subsidiarity for the newly restructured European Union. Article 3b of the Treaty provides:
In areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence, the Community shall take action, in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the 49 Basic Law, Art. 72(2). This is the relevant text as amended in 1994. Before that amendment, the provision contained an even more explicit statement of the principle of subsidiarity: "The Federation shall have the right to legislate in these matters to the extent that a need for regulation by federal legislation exists because: (1) a matter cannot be effectively regulated by the legislation of the individual Länder, or (2) the regulation of a matter by a Land law might prejudice the interests of other Länder or of the people as a whole; or (3) the maintenance of legal or economic unity, especially by the maintenance of uniformity of living conditions beyond the territory of any one Land, necessitates such regulation. According to these provisions, power in a regime of subsidiarity is allocated among levels of government so that it is exercised at the lowest possible level consistent with successful management of the problem addressed. As a result, power is to be exercised at the national level only when necessary to the achievement of collective goals. The principle of subsidiarity, then, limits the exercise of national power, but does so for distinctly non-Madisonian reasons. Power is allocated to subnational units in a subsidiarity regime not to make it available for deployment against national power, much less for the purpose of thwarting the achievement of national goals to which the subnational government objects, but because subnational power can under the circumstances accomplish nationally identified goals even more completely and effectively than can national power.
Power organized by subsidiarity thus contemplates a federalism that is cooperative rather than competitive.
51 National and subnational units do not compete for the allegiance of the people by demonstrating their superiority in achieving popularly desired goals, but instead routinely yield to one another where the other's competence is objectively greater. Subsidiarity appeals not to the pragmatic, but to the rational; it rests not on the fear that governments will act aggressively to consolidate their power, but on the belief that they will, with proper guidance, pursue shared policies through optimal means. In a federalism based on subsidiarity, if national power threatens liberty, the threat does not arise from the mere use of power to displace private autonomy, but from inefficiency and bureaucratic incompetence caused by its inelegant use.
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The concept of cooperative federalism emerged in the U.S. roughly contemporaneously with the emergence in Europe of the principle of subsidiarity. See, e.g., Morton Grodzins, The American System: A New View of Government in the United States (1966) .
Although subsidiarity has been constitutionally formalized only in Germany and the EU, it seems increasingly to be invoked as the dominant justification for federalism throughout the For example, one of the most serious challenges to the global human rights regime contemplated by the U.N., the "Asian Way" movement promoted by some east Asian governments, tends to argue not that U.N.-backed human rights are not universal, but that their enforcement against states must be tempered or modified in some circumstances so as to give proper weight to countervailing cultural norms (such as a desire for consensus) or economic contingencies (such as giving priority to economic development objectives). See, e. These developments suggest that in many places, and especially in Europe, it is possible that subnational units are unlikely to be viewed by either the public or by governmental actors as playing the kind of significant role in the protection of human rights that would indicate a robust subnational constitutionalism. It seems at least as likely that members of subnational groups who view their national government as a potential human rights scofflaw would turn to supranational or international organizations, rather than subnational ones, for enhanced protection. To the extent this turns out to be the case, the possibility of subnational constitutionalism is correspondingly diminished.
Lack of a dual court system. In the United States, subnational constitutionalism is favored by the dual structure of the court system, in which each state and the national government has its own independent judiciary. In this system, each level of government has the final responsibility for interpreting its own constitution. Because state and national authority overlap in the U.S. federal structure, this arrangement has a tendency to put the national and subnational judicial systems into a kind of dialogue with one another, a dialogue carried on through judicial interpretation of constitutions at each level.
A prominent recent example concerned the authority of U.S. governments to impose criminal punishments for homosexual conduct. The Supreme Court of the United States initially interpreted the due process clause of the U.S. Constitution to permit criminal punishment by state governments of homosexual acts. 59 This did not foreclose the possibility that state constitutions might nevertheless forbid states from imposing such punishment, and when that question was raised in the supreme courts of several states, they reached a contrary conclusion, holding that similar due process protections provided in the constitutions of their respective states prohibited criminalization of homosexual acts. 60 These state decisions helped convince the U.S. Supreme process, then, state courts not only deployed the protections of state constitutions to attempt to mitigate harm caused by what they believed to be an error by the Supreme Court, but also engaged the Court in a public debate about the meaning of the liberties protected by U.S.
constitutions. Such acts form the essence of well-functioning system of subnational constitutionalism.
In this respect, however, the United States is an extreme outlier: no other federal state has a fully developed, dual judicial system. Even in federal states such as Australia, Canada, and Switzerland, where the national constitution permits the erection of dual national and subnational court systems, such authority has not been exercised. 62 In some other states, such as Mexico, subnational units have well-developed judicial systems, but national courts are supreme with respect to the interpretation not only of national constitutional law, but of subnational constitutional law as well. 63 A dual court system is by no means essential to the emergence of subnational constitutionalism, but it is helpful. As a result, throughout most of the world subnational constitutions do not exist within the structural conditions most conducive to the emergence of a robust state constitutionalism.
IV. Conclusions

62
Watts, supra note __, at 955.
63
Under Article 14 of the Mexican Constitution, the national power of judicial review has been construed to extend to any allegedly incorrect interpretation of law by state courts, including state law. See Stephen Zamora and José Ramón Cossío, Mexican Constitutionalism after Presidencialismo, 4 Int'l J. Con. Law 411, 434-35 (2006) .
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The spread of federalism, and the accompanying spread of subnational constitutions, offer a tempting leap of logic: that where there's smoke, there's fire -that the proliferation of subnational constitutions reflects a spreading belief in the efficacy of subnational power as a check on national power, and that this in turn implies a growing tendency around the globe to embrace subnational constitutionalism. The evidence, however, is mixed. Some aspects of the spread of subnational constitutions are consistent with an underlying ideology of subnational constitutionalism, but other factors suggest that such appearances may be deceiving.
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In searching for evidence of subnational constitutionalism, we must also remember that practices of constitutional self-governance can evolve, and it is always possible that changing political circumstances can cause corresponding changes in the ways that democratic polities make use of the constitutional structures they have created. So, for example, a sudden collapse in efficacy of supranational and international regimes of human rights protection could greatly increase demand for a well-functioning supplemental regime of rights protection at the subnational level. Or growth in the scale and intensity of subnational identity politics could redirect public trust from national to subnational governments, encouraging them to take on new roles or to exercise existing powers more aggressively.
See Duchacek, supra note __, at 139: "the existence of subnational constitutions is not a necessary or sufficient condition for a federal political culture. Only in the United States and Switzerland do both the birth and subsequent modifications of state constitutions seem to offer a significant confirmation of federal political culture and a two-way traffic in federal practices between the federal and state governments." Ultimately, substantial additional research is needed to determine how subnational power 
